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NEVADA OUTDOOR RECREATION ASSOCIATHIN
.0, Bax 1245
Carson City, NV 3921245

Miwvember 03, 2004

Las Vegas Yalley BLM Land Disposal IS

PRSES REGEIVED

2270 Corporate Cincke, Suite 100 Hﬂi‘ =l m

Hendersoa, Nevnds £9074-4382 P i

Dear Sir ar Madam

We have reviewed the draft E15 and find it to be deficient in evelusting enviconmental fmpacts of
BLM land disposals within the Las Vepes metropalites area. Alternativis to the present dispasal
process have nol been adequaiely evahuared.

| The amaount of screage, location and frequency of disposals cam be controliad by the BLM while
| locad givemment requests loe disposals are considersd. At the present time [ncal governments
1 have been requesting aucticons of public Bnds ander the Southern Nevada Pubfic Lands
Management Act [(SNPLMA ) with boo litile consideration of the srea-wide, cesnulative impacis
af those [ond dispasals on the envisonmend within the Las ".-'|;~|_u_ﬂ valley, W a||_-,-u-,3i|a||i|;!}, BT
quatily, waslewaler manzgement, iransporation, and the impacis of those disposals on nearhy
lederully maraped lands are growing concems es the [as Vegas metropolitan area grows, The
BLM shoauld requsn: & pan of every pmposed dasposal of federal lands that these issoes ane pog
further exacerhated by the hasty, unplanned, uncoordinated disposal of BLM lands.

| I'ts drafl 15 comes after thousands of scres of public lnnd have already been disposed. 4

| comprehensive analyas of the impucts of these dispossds showld have occared hefore pow, We
enthusizstically support the BLM s compliance now with the: Mational Esvinonmental Policy Act
[MEPA), Unforunately, the issees and saggestions that we made during the scoping process
have nol been adequately addressed in this draft

Alternatives

The choice of slematives in the drafi EIS & limited. Very lie daffensnce exists hetween the
conservation” aliemative and the preferred shisraative. Very bitke dilference exists between the
3 | preferred alcernative and the status guo, 'We believe the BLM can do betier in developing
alsematives that hetler protect our esvirommaenl al e smme lime o pshlic lends are sactioned o
supporl sestanenle griwih i the Las Vegns metropodiian arca

| governments on the imgacts of BLM lasd sades on southern Nevada's enviroament. For
| exampde, pabdic lands on e periphery of the land dispatal ares should be mctioned only after

We helieve the BLM is m & unique posation, with this EIS, to sharpen the focus of stane and locsl

Commaent 0-1

Response O-1
Association)

(Nevada Outdoor Recreation

See General Response 1 — Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate
and General Response 2 — Range of Alternatives.

As was stated in Section 1.2.2, the 1998 Las V egas Resource
Management Plan and Final EIS analyzed the potentia
impacts of selling over 25,000 acres at rates projected to
meet demand at the time. The potentia impacts of continued
authorization to dispose of lands under SNPLMA in the

disposa area modified by the Clark County Act are assessed
inthis EIS. The cumulative impacts of the disposa and
development of BLM lands, including development of
previoudy disposed lands and private lands, are described in
Section 4.15.

See General Response 2— Range of Alternatives.

See General Response 1 — Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.

Final EIS
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| the smpasts af those sabes are considered an viewsheds, wildkife, public access, and recreation for

I ’.ht_a.dju:ning pubdic lnds, Cooperative agreemeenis and canservalicm eusements should be an

| uption im the consveyance of pablic lands to the peivate secter. Publsc lands on the perimeter of

| the dispasal boundary should pot be a priarity far digposal when sigmificant amouns of public
und private lands are undeveloped. The public kands and open space on the cutskins of the

| walley should be beld in reserve until a laer day when more informed judpements cem be made

4 | onhew those pablic lands may best merve the public and the commamity. The BLM can promole

b ponsideration of this approach in thir ssbes of public lasds by indicating tal their fin

preity 1= in dispase of pablic lands in the urban core where infrastructure presenthy exists than

12 convey public lands that could pase challenges for the adjoisang public lands. We see nothing

in & history of the SNPLMA thai would preclude the BLM from promating this philesophy snd

epprcach ||uHx B sales m our comaEmunicy,

Ancither Enporiant philasophy in conveying public lands to the privae sector for develapment
inwisives the mmportan! resoures - waler, Ohr present, sipnificant drosght and growth mie is
[oeeing the commumity 1o consider new sounces of waler. One controversial new source would
be groundwater fram certral Nevada, The importation of groundwater from central Nevada is
befieved by son: o have sigmificant impacts on fedem| lands and the envirnmen 2 the reglon.
5 The BLM should o be conveying largs amounts of public lands o the: private sector fir

development wnbés it can be shown that water is readily available for the development of those
iands. The Phoenix metropolitan area is movisg sowards the reguiremen that developers mus
| shiow that there is o 100-year supply of waser available for the development of property prior to
development of that peoperty. This EES does not adequessly consider the [ssoe of loeg-term
winer availshilisy for the development of the public lands within the SNPLMA digposal
housdary

Mot enaugh comsideration is giver i this EI5 to the rate of disposal of public lesds. Mot enough
ronsideration is given to the timing of land ssles thromghoul the SNPLMA boundary, e.g.
priorities for disposals in the norhwest, northem, southem, or southwest perts of the walley. We
believe the BLM, thraugh thes EIS, conld faster a better, more constuctive dialogue in this

B | cosmunity cn where and nt whir rate public lends should be disposed. What we find in the EI8
are stmernenss |t acreage of sales in the near tems will exceed rates of disposal that we have
seen in recem vears, This seems to be arodds with dievstions that have heen ocoaming in the
Clark County Growih Task Fence on promating infll development and seems 1o be & odds with
ashertents that we're rapidly running oast of water from the Colorsdo River foe further growah.

We weald prefer the BLM 10 estahlish criteria, in this EIS, for how the BLM will decide when,
where, and 10 what degree to dispose of pubise finds. A decisics-making flow-chart would bz
useful Far the public o review and consider in deciding how lands within the SNPLMA boundary
shouskd be: disposed. What weight would be given to the presence of the endangered besr pow

? poppy b disposal of that paniculsr pancel of public land? What weight woeld be given & the
evallability of enitical mfrmstruciurs im the vicinity of the public land? What weight would be
given 1o the request of a local poverisedl for the sale as opposed i the fedem) povemment's
desire (o Bold the publa: lands m neserve fora fater day? Right now, the percepion is that the
BLM has litile choice o regulmie the location, rate, e exvent of developmint on public lands

Comment 01

See Genera Response 1 — Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.

As was described in Section 3.3.3, the SNWA forecasts
water supply and demand as part of their resource planning
process and that data were used in the EIS as the best
available information. The indirect impacts of increased
water consumption were described in Section 4.3. 1t is not
within the scope of this EIS to demonstrate the adequacy of
SNWA' s resource planning, nor to determine potential
impacts of developing water resources. Development of
water resources that would be considered a federal action
would be subject to NEPA analysis at the time a specific
proposa is made.

See Genera Response 1— Parcel Nomination and Sdle Rate.

See Genera Response 1 — Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate
and General Response 2 — Range of Alternatives.

Final EIS
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| when the mequest is made by local povernments; copsequentiy. there e
present disposal process, W

| than they muy realize

|

fewr altermarives with the
feel the BLM can do bester, and that they have moree discection

i ussiny

s [roen oosstruction equipment. W believe the
s fromm worst-case, exzsling high-dessity development scenamcs that are based

o &5 the primary ranspostaton mide sh L:J b includid in dee air-gaakin
H mod The peesumpdion is that moee |l.l| tanida beang developed withis the Las
valley airshed will make the atminment of air quality ¢ uudud more difficull. Sho uI-J the !-Ik

continue (o dispnse of public lands at & |h|-.- -rate il umdeveloped private linds are availsble for
teveloprent end attsmment of air quatity standands is problematic?

| The Uangress has establisha:
| term. In the stoet-lerm, ¥

9 | concem as more devebo
; of the inupacts of disposal « =':J|'|_.'\.'ull
| wisibiliry

goal af .'||Fr.|'\.i.".1.'_ visibility chromphaut the mation over the long-
protection i Class | sneas, such as the Crand Canyan, isa

|||r||L||J Imcale ¥

iils I'||.

10 | PMA.. cmissions froim the devel sperest of the public kands was net considered s well as fiture

| wiginnoent of that siandeand.

1o k3 made Tor oeone thal e Mojsve penerating plars will close and (Bal condes ol
ill bee lowered by 2018, In is nod ceriain that te plart will close, and
irertions would indicate that ozome precursors from the Laeghlin area are not
likely to signelicantly affect oeome formation in the nos-atininment, [as Veges metropalitan aren

‘-n-il.

L&;_"n,.:‘,:.,- — % ,*;-

Chartts's. Watzoa, Jr

Comment O-1

10

11

Construction equipment emissions were considered as a
specific category in the modeling. Aggregate mobile
sources, including vehicle traffic on existing and new
highways, including projected increases in vehicle miles
traveled related to increased population and associated
development, were estimated from the best available data
and were included in the model. Also see General Response
1 — Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.

Aswas stated in Section 3.1.5, the closest Class | areato the
Las Vegas Vdley isthe Grand Canyon. Visihbility was not
included in the air quality analysis because of the absence of
Class 1 areas within 50 kilometers of the Las Vegas Valey,
which isthe area of concern for near field visibility analysis
under EPA guidance, Workbook for Visual Impact Screening
and Analys's (Revised). EPA-450/R-92-023. Because PM,
is the primary pollutant of concern related to the land
disposal action that could impact visibility, and long range
transport is not considered relevant for visibility impacts
from this pollutant, only near field impacts would be a
concern for the land disposal alternatives.

As was described in Section 3.1.3.1, the 24-hour PM, 5 value
has not been exceeded and is not projected to become an
attainment issue as particulate matter controls are
implemented under the PM;, State Implementation Plan.

Closure of the Mojave Plant is considered representative of
future conditions expected in the study area, in terms of
ongoing emissions sources. Closure of the facility is
anticipated because an existing consent decree requires
addition of pollution controls to reduce sulfur dioxide
emissions, and the projected costs for the required upgrade
of the facility may exceed $1 billion. However, if the plant
operator installs the required pollution controls, up to 99
percent removal of pollutants could be achieved. Under
either scenario, plant emissions would be greatly reduced

Final EIS

December 2004
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11 (cont.)after the compliance deadline of the consent order, which
is accurately reflected in the changes in emission sources used in the
ar quaity model. Regarding the impact of the plant on air quaity in
the study area, prevailing surface winds are not the only factor
considered in the air quality model. Therefore, regiona pollution
sources may have important impacts on air quality even where the
sources are not located directly upwind of the affected areas.

Final EIS H-81 December 2004
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Charyl
g Helen doremson, Tressorer

Archaeo-Nevada Society

An Afiiliate of the Mavada Archaealogical Associabion

Established 1966

Mowember 5, 2IH4

Las wigas Valbey BLM Lamd Dheposal ELES
PES&]
FIT0 Corpoente Circle, Suive 106

Henderson, WY 85074-6382

T Wham [§ May Concem:

] comments regarding the Las Vegas Valley Disposal Bovadary
E15]. The Archaeo-MNeovada Socsety (ANS) i made up primanly of
egas area and is an affEliate of the Mevada Archasciogical

el helos

eniml Impact Si
chasalogisie m
tinn, {ar comments

Tule Sprisgs Nationkl Register Site: Acconding o the Deaft EIS. 661) ncres of the Twle Springs site anz

within the disposal boundary, While % is noi ceriain this screage will be sold, we will make an arganent

here for its protection in case 25 Femin in e disposal srea

#  The most obvioo val e Tule Springs avea 18 1% concentration of esting animal remains. |t not
ELS if there are any ofber mleaninlogical sites with sach o larps nusher sod varen

ir o ledge, Tule Springs i
be protecied, [n addition, Fimdlas p:

INIHCICE

eaeanch shoald also be preserved

SUTYEY 10 NS |.||||;:. and may be used for early Mamas occapation

Matinnal Reglster Slie Ellgikiliog
ing on page F-4 in Appendix F of B Dealt EES, the BLM did nod agree
[ eligihil 14 siles. Wer poven fior

Las Vegas, My 03103

130 B Caming Smest

Comment 0-2

Response O-2

(Archeo-Nevada Society)

Section 3.7.1 described the paleontologic sensitive
formations in the area and only those areas of high
sensitivity were surveyedaswas stated in Section 3.7.2

Aswas stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the
Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the
remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada. Only
the portion of the Site that is on BLM land may be subject to
the land disposal process. Aswas described in Section 2.4,
titleto land identified as the CTA would not be transferred
until a Conservation Agreement is developed on how the
resources in this area would be protected and/or mitigated.
The strategy committee would have input regarding the
content and structure of the agreement.

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) reviewed the
results of the Class I11 inventory (see Appendix F) and as was
stated in Section 3.5.2.1 and Section 4.5, the SHPO
concurred with the determinations made by the BLM
regarding eligibility of sites for the National Register of
Historic Places. Due to the sengitivity of information,
specific requests to further review documents should be
addressed to the BLM under separate | etter.

Final EIS
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Mative Amecican Consudtation: We roguest clanficalom oo e Nalmve Americas consultalion poocess

o Socthm 36,5 siates the 15 inbes heied n Tabde 3 the lanul dispesal action,
bul nung of e tribes made any comements abuul culturally snsitve areas bsted in the Draft EIS orany
sther sensitive ar Appendiv G of the gy Report shows a letter, which is presumably tal semi i
the 15 trines. W follow wp calls referenced in ihe betber saccessfolly made™ Did the Naiive

4 AmeErican groups did ot have moy conuments or did they simgly not respoomd oo effons o
contact thizn® Did they pronide any ersons for oof nesponding. sech s perhaps needing time to mect
Aoy wemsal vz hefone ponmes v hing sy gt fime alletind for comment?

v Spctkm 513 suys letters were send o represenistives of 11 Mative American tribes and bands of the
Pajute Indsan Tribe of Uish, and that these groups wene invited 0 a mectmg heid in Parker, A7, Plesse
confirm that grougs in Utzh were not she only ones to receive the kefter referenced Rere, wmd that other

5 meeiings took plice besides the one in Parker, which is | 70 miles sway from Lea Vepss

3w dbnlicted repankmg

Calturally Sendifive Areas Within (be Disposal Boandary:
#  Pasticular amention shoukd be given 1o the conservation of apeas such a3 the lesds around the Las Vegas
Wesh, For mome ural pesstroes near the wash, we necommensd the artscle found on
E‘ the Wb al hige! www hveiish orgimportant hestony hist_peoeds haml, eotitbed “Cur Hisiory: People and
the Wash ™

Fuhlic Imvalvement:
v Bath NHPA and NEPA laws soess the mmportance of poblic mpet
% The ANE his boin operalmg s e Lag Vepas area since 1966, Agencies such as the Nabiomal Park
Service, the Bureau of Reclamatson, the Department of Energy, the National Forest Senvice, and the
Mevada SHPMO have all contacied ANS For publec inpeat on or invalvement i archacologcal issues in
sputhern Mevada, The Buress of Land :‘-1.I|'H:-l ek, whiose -.||-;;'s.|'...-.|.'|'.il 8 ot large rombers o
? mrchmanlegical sites in the Val ey, has it coninghed T oEpinization for |'u|.'- K e el aned o thae
disposal of any lands im the Las Vegas area, despive the fact that we Bave contazted BLM personne] in the
picsl bt the prisservation of ses oa BLM land.
& W wonld lde the BEM 1o costaet one of our board members by phone or mail whenéver the agency iz
requissling publs g regerding polestiz] impecls & archasologics
attached in 2 separmale documest

U comiact information &

ANS supparis the "Proposed Actson and Conservation A llematives™ and would like o bhe involved in
steering commitsee meetings charged with selecting lumds for conservation

Smeirely,

A e )
(L heead 7, fﬁﬂé-.
Cheryl Martin, Frezident

Archaen-Mevada Socwely

390 El Camire: Sirge B Vages MY B0

Comment 3-2

Aswas dtated in Section 3.6, an Ethnographic A ssessment
was completed and the results of this assessment were
summarized in Section 3.6.3 and Section 4.6. The
Ethnographic Assessment was completed in accordance with
applicable regulations and executive orders. Responses to
letters, results of meetings, and documentation of telephone
conversations are al included in the Ethnographic
Assessment. Due to the sengitivity of information, specific
requests to further review documents should be addressed to
the BLM under separate |etter.

The sentence in Section 5.2.3 has been revised to clarify that
the four bands of the Paiute tribe were included. See also
Response 4 above.

Comment noted.
The public participation process was described in Chapter 4.

Archaeo-Nevada Society has been added to the mailing list
for thisEIS.

Final EIS

December 2004
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FECEF'.I’E[]
.{.Il. = lj m
'DHEM

hegvember 8, 2004

TULE SPRINGS PRESERVATION COMMITTEE
61345 E. Caray Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada BI1545

LM Land Disposel EIS

PES&)

2270 Carparaba Circle, Suita 100
Handerson, N 89074

Re Comemants b the Las Vegas Valey Disposal Boundary DEIS, Sepbernber 2004

Speaking for Ihe Tube Spangs Preservation Commitbes, | must sigte that we are cpposed
1o the Propesad Action as presented’Las Vegas Valey Dispasal Beundary DEIS, The
Proposed Action does not manage or prasena the lew key resources thal reman in the
Las Veqgas Vailley but lesvas them io tha whim of developers and local govammants. Tha
1 specific resources with which we are most concemed are Cultural rescurces and Native
Amanca resources. Howayar, the prasendation of open space iself @5 & desvable and
wvaluable resounce is not adequalely discussed. These, and all the resources described in
tha DEIS, contribute to tha charactar of the Las Vegas Valley and thesetare, influence our
daiy Iwas. For thesa reasons we feel the Proposed Action is unaccapiable

Thie DEIS indicates in Secton 3 that the exireme northern ber of the Las Viegas Valkey
canlaing locations thal coman significant examples of several resources not extant
elsewhena in the Valley, This is pariculary true of pabeontalogica and, to & somewhal
lesser extent, archaeclogical rasowes. The Consanrdation Transfer Altamative purpors

Response O-3

(Tule Springs Preservation

Committee)

1

Comment noted.

fo pregende these resources by crastion of a 5,000 acre special area, the fitle fa which 2 As was described in Section 241 title to land identified as the
wiuld nol be ransferred until & “Conservation Agreement is signad by all panies to the CTA would not be transferred until a Conservation
agraamant™. This docusmant woulkd requine (kat the lands De managed consistent with the . . .
| approvad Conservation Agreemant. Mailber the DEIS nor the Stadl &8 3 public heanng Agrmmt is devel Oped on how the resources in this area
| wera abiie to dascribe how such a Consenvation Agreamant would be slructured or what would be protectaj and/or miti gataj The grategy
consequences could be attached 1o prevant perticipating agencies form reneging an the . . .
2 agreement, Ths is of congern to us because seversd of the agencies imvclved have committee would have InpUt regadl ng the content and
exlremialy poar recards of lulfiling presesvalion commiments structure of the agreement.
| Another area of ourconcem Is that tha DELS, under all atematives, |eaves the fuiure afthe . .
NRHP listed site 260K244-249, and the oiher archaedlogical sites setermined eligitle for 3 Aswas stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the
the NRHP which are locabed in the proposed disposal area bo a “Historic Propenies Tule a)rings Nationa Reglﬂa' Site on BLM land. with the
Treatment Plan” intanded fo address impacls from ihe as yel only vaguely dafined .. '
Congervetion Transfer Alternative, In essence, ther, the DEIS provides ng information remaning acres on land owned by the State of Nevada.
aout how these siles, and similady, the numerus pelecntological sées located n the Only the portion of the Site that ison BLM land may be
subject to the land disposal process. Also, as stated in
Section 4.5.4, the BLM would prepare a Historic Properties
K G- Treatment Plan in consultation with the State Historic
Final EIS H-84 December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary

Appendix H

Tule Springs Presarvation Commilbes
DEIS Comments  Mowemnber 8, 2004
paga 2

3 | disposal area, wil be treated, With out such infomation we must say that we find the
| Conservation Allamalive deficient in these aneas and therefore also unacceptabls

W woukd be mone comfortable supporting the Conservation Transfar Alternative if the
dededs of tha Consarvation Agraement were known, and agreed fo, 81 least in principle
prior to finalzation of the DEIS. We do nod think that this allernative can be properdy
assessed wihout specific detais

4 Based on the infoenation presanted in the DEIS tha No Adlion Aliemative wauld be mast
desirable and cleary cur prefermed choice

Sincarely,
FaY .
/'_:"':f'- s /!';a'._.o. ;.
Merk Rosanzweigd Ph.D.
Vioe-President, Tule Springs Preservation Committae

-

Commant 0-3

Preservation Officer that would govern the identification and
application of mitigation measures for the Site at such time
any of the lands are nominated for disposal. See Response 2

above.

Comment noted.

Final EIS
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- RECEWED
5 SIERRA NV - 4 20
CLUB PRSA

PO HDED B

Las vagas Vialky BLM Lara Dsposal EIS Bniarmiber 8 2004
PEEA)

2270 Corporgla Gircla, Suite 100

Hemdarsan WY 8510746302

Also amalied In Miimasfiobs com on Mov B 2004

I e o WO 1 T

Dagr Sef Ma'am

| paricipaied in the smkeholders meetrg on Movermber 1™ & & sepresaniaive for the local oroup
of #a Sama Clus | would lke i add these formal comments 19 the ofcal recard o respenss 1o
the craft EF that was publshed fhis past September

H & absolutely imperative under both e Endanpered Soecss Ad and eusds stabe [ (het e
taea plangs. i isk in the Upper Las Veges WWash ba pratgcied, and tha cheeny mean prokecling
thasa plants whare Sy now poou’ wathin Hhe wash

1 is alsx dear hat under e Clear Waber Aot that the wash sl musl be maintainsd in some
kind of nartural and heally condition

H & s dear that them @ 8 Fuge sppecalion and wide-aprasd temand ior prokeclon o e
paleamological fesournes hit poor it ihe Lipper Las: Yegas Wesh

The CTA is inadeguately describad

A 5 000 acre conservabon ansker ansa is & very good alermalies bo evalusbe. | am suns thal a
CTh could ba n:l:sgnud thal prevides e profections thal ane reeded, however Inere are gaping
hales in the proposal. The drsfi EIS falls serously shin of nesesary Gascriphion and evaialion
1 of fre alematie wher i el 1 identity & manager for the propoesd CTA

H weoisld smare thr the bigoest questions abeul B CTA would e whal are @5 boundares. who
would marage it, and wha would frd & There &8 nd andwend for thass huge queslions & the
trme

| A CTA would molate private develapment b he sorh af it

To prasarsm he manmum amout of land for prvate development, he mitle! CTA Boundary is
drgen tightly anound the Yash whens the resouroes of conoern oocur. Bul this faght boundsary
tsniains ke lange partels of disposabls land on % far sida of the Wish. Thede rge percals
waniid ba privately developad. and tha people fane would need a il complemnant of
Wivestructing sUch 55 highways, roads, ubbties, but ey would be totadty ot off fom the rest o
he Mel area This would ot b= corweniant of @fficsen for T people who ive (here ard The
serioes and accass el hay nesd, nor would i ba Peathy or protective for the Wash itseH and
the resirtes il tonlaing it windd ssem thal e heg percals should b added to ary GTA that
iy b propossd,

2 | A new alterntive: add the CTA nd the parcels noih of It b the Refge

Comment 04

Response O-4 (Sierra Club)

1 Comment noted. Title to land identified as the Conservation
Transfer Area (CTA) would not be transferred until a
Conservation Agreement is developed on how the resources
in this area would be protected and/or mitigated. The
strategy committee would have input regarding the content
and structure of the agreement.

2 See General Response 2 — Range of Alternatives.

Final EIS
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Tha Culstandig questons abo any CTA fo be propased ane nol small quastions Angther
2 | stemabes should s ba iocked & an alternanve thal would retum the sres b Fah aed Wik
Fefuge siahus

Clean Water Act and flood congrol 5 nol adequately addressed,

Tha craft EIS does noft consider the Clean Water Act or flocod conbrol adegquataly. & is importsni o
mainain e elegrity of not oty S Las Vegas Wash, but aisa g number of e sazhas thal tesd
riiil. Thase fesder washes reed io be idenifed. Thers also b5 an oppariunily o ranags the
Ugper Las Viagas Wash in concert with 1he Las Vegss Wiash Wellsnde, in olhes woeds, 1o
managa tha snbre witershad a8 Tie 008 reaowis which of Gourss [ . This cpoorunity neecs 40
oe fully axplored

3 | @ wary wiorrked Gbout hivw Tood conmal design wil take place regardess of whens tha land

falkes evarhualy cotur. Charrelized and concrelzed flood conbmo! srudures do not buld Febils
=l P i il bueld easmunity. | personaly have recenmd many disiraught phore calls ko
pnpie 1 bol Morih Las Vegas and Honderson who are losing thar back yand washes i cubers
sl conorste. A sirong case can b made for lnear parks that maiman high-qaakty rabist,
proede fiood protection and recreaton. enhance property vaks s and craete corsmurity. The best
design for plonts and anmals can be the best cesign for peopi 55 well 1L is ood (o inow Hat
e Fiood Cortrod Disinct hae said thal & prefies thal Tis afea be kepd nafursl althaugh | am
uncomicriatle bacaise thera B ng mechaniam thal would redure this o happen cutson of ther
gond imantiors

Transilics plamning

Censideraion needs o ba given 1o ranstion plannng and oning. We nesd 1D prates] the

4} | resources of concern in a corservation ara, Sut we 50 need 10 plan well fof ransiboning from

wrban and saburban spacs 1o nahial and wild spsce. Hiol 00y 00 we Fave 8 propessd CTA, bt

thare is S Refuge and T Shocling Rangs 1o accommadate. The ates of Lad Vegas and barth
| LasVegas hava & wonderkd opportunily io design sometiing raslly creatiee and new for all of us

AN additongd Concem
The EIS makes a couple of ikcorsciarsd siatemants

Ehects on desar borkises wihin the Las Vegsa Valay represent a small imoect i the Mejave

populatian whan toial | nambers and . asxtenl &re comidensd® Para ES 3.4, Ths = blatantly

5 unirue, Tha impacts o the dessr! komoise in Lhe Las Veges Valey ame such that e dasen
lorioiss will v Deen completely exterminabed on 144000 acnes of habilal, and s is andgh 1o

require miligation achons to T tune of aver §11,000 000 & year: Elmven miton dollars worih of

i i just nol a smallimpact

Lircar Miigation Maasures inpera 4.4 £ tha BIS gives sn adantive desaiphon of how NDF
woasid neguare Builichens 4o neraplant, ooliect seed and siockpile soil - fir the bear popoy!l
E Ircrecdibie! This kind of satemant realy cals Pl qussion e compstence of e peapie who

wWichs s dod Such activity is Iotaliy useless for e baar poppy, & has naver been
sutieasfully ¢

A catalogue of othsr cancams

Hiow oo we: goid habitat fragrentation with all the ngnts of way, mads, usbbies. e, 7

T Mow do we: prapars residents o ba good nesghboens 50 8 Wikl and returel ares® B i foes i
thar back vand?

‘Wit binds B08 presant in # WWeEsh? In partoulad, are fene bummeing owis or owl habiat?

Comment 04

Aswas stated in Section 3.3.1.1, the Clark County Regional
Flood Control District (CCRFCD) is responsible for
developing and implementing a comprehensive flood control
master plan which serves as a planning tool for the
implementation of the flood control system in the Valley and
the design and construction of master plan facilities.

Impacts to floodplains and biological resources potentially
resulting from the construction and operation of these flood
control facilities were addressed in the Flood Control Master
Plan Supplemental EIS recently completed by the CCRFCD.
A reference to the CCRFCD Supplemental EIS was added to
Section 3.3.1.1.

Comment noted.

The USFWS concluded in their biologica opinion (File no.
1-5-96-F-23R.2) to the BLM that “the proposed disposa of
up to 125,000 acres of BLM lands consisting of 121,000
acres of suitable and 4,000 acres of previoudy disturbed, no
longer suitable, desert tortoise habitat would represent aloss
of approximately four percent of the 4,900 square miles of
desert tortoise habitat estimated to occur in Clark County.
Effects on desert tortoises within the Las Vegas Valley
represent a small impact to the Mojave population of the
desert tortoise when total desert tortoise population numbers
and geographica extent are considered.”

As was stated in Section 4.4.1, the sensitivity and limited
success of transplanting or reestablishing the Las Vegas
bearpoppy was acknowledged. Also as wasstated in Section
4.4.4, the mitigation measures of stockpiling of soil, seed
bank collection for the Las Vegas bearpoppy are conditions
st forth by the NDF “Master Permit” issued in 2001 to
Clark County in conjunction with MSHCP. Under the

Final EIS
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When would vienor fackties in the CTA be plannad?
G ® include walking trail and piner low-impact recragtion within tha CTAT

¥ 8 CTA reed & biurgary 1 fance lo cortrol pooess?
Hgw Miany CRpACOUNT B0l Veed 10 b changed because of a CTA7

o i d e Relige management plen Fave 1o be dhangsd becams of dewiopment aiong its
inciary 7
Miw do we moorporanz @ CTA inic ihe Mortheael Dpan Space Plan?
Wihat are fa nalusal rescomaes dhat arg on the ShooGing Range and on adacent sime lands™

D% At hurry this EES process.

Antwerrg any of hess quastons 11 lamge underlaking and shousd nol be aperoached hastly o
lightly. Humying Ihi EIS b bé abie t 9o fohwand with a land sale fus Fobruary ts foiy

Land salas coukd B ofansd in araal of P desossl Boundery inat are nat contentous, bt the

Jane Fridman

Consarvation Char

Southern Mevaca Group of tha Siera Cub
PO Box 18777

Las Wagas N 85132

Commant O-4

6 (cont.) statutes that protect the bearpoppy, the State Forester
Firewarden establishes permit conditions. In phone
conversations with the NDF Forester, these conditions are
the current measures available to protect, control, and
monitor the species.

7 Some of the questions refer to topics outside the scope of
thisanalysis. Section 3.4.2.1, Table 3.4-2, and Appendix B
provides information on bird species, wildlife, and habitat.
Development and management of the CTA will be an
ongoing effort among the BLM, local governments, and
interested parties as members of the strategy committee.
Specific details are not available and will not be formulated
as part of the EIS process.

8 See General Response 1 — Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.
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From;  Weoki Jey (mick_jary_2000-@ yahoo com)

Sant  Wonday, Movemibed 08, 2004 &) PR

Ta: hoimas @ phs| com

Subgect: Re: Comenation tranafer alematise o 58 NWLY ams

Hello

I ami writing to you on tehalf of the Korthwest Las Vegss Equestrisn Salety Coalition, a pecently Tormed group of
many residents that live, ride or otherazse have interest in maintaining the integrity of the MW arez. We have become
activists dus 1o the current developing sibsaton in the northwest snd our eschusiasm and belief in preserving the
environment is of parumount TmpoTLANCe HOW.

We are eatremely sappartive of the conservation tramsfer aea alternative of the the B0 acres of land m the Norhwest
1 et bad been slated for puhlic macton on February Ind and express our intersss m the LY Vallzy BLM Land [§I|s|_'r\us.ii
ELS.

|Moew that two vaneties of endesgered planis kave heen identified in these umdeveloped sectbons of the nohwes!
2 Id.fsgn_a.-a well ps paleoniclogicel fossils that hold clues 1o how Bfe was lived m the Majave Desert during the [ce Age,
we are asking that all parties sign & conservalion agreement 1o prifect thess sed ofther smdilive mesouries m our ares

|Prizsenitty, the LS. Fish and Wildlife Service moved to comserve the land as well & environmental prosection

3 |speciafists in e Las Vegas office of the Buneasn of Land Mansgenwent. We ever believe that & lesger buffer 2one
wiuld even be in onler to protect the fodsils and et undiscovered irneplacable relics and vegetaloon dug 1o ercson anmd
windfmin damage

This proses tiom of the rare planis &re & priority o cur foture penerations, Conservation of the Las Vegas wash comidor,
4 |maintaireng the arrovo's in their patural state, sllowing the resaising animals thet live in the desert w0 enjoy their
homeland and keeping this ane i the same rich nstural condison as we fisd i is of paramoant impomance.

5 |The commean landscage is rurnl, providing an excedlent apporiunity for equestriom use as well as mialti-use trs)
| = ¥ el 8 2
idevelopmest. Floyd Lemb Park could peovide s pood trail head fecation for non-motorized passive recreation

The city fund is boosang. Development is rampant. We ask that tds anea be Jefi alone.
Thank youa 50 much Far sak g the time %3 hear us

Dofacks Iay

Founder

NWLY Eguestnan Sofety Coalition

570 Paseo Montam

Las Vegis, NV B9I04
e B iEr ]

Hesi nl"-.l.lvl._ﬁurﬂ |',||_| ¥ FiL, Wi ||l||'||. |-rI|'|.'J_||.u_'.'

Comment 0-5

Response O-5 (Northwest Las Vegas Equestrian
Safety Coalition)

1 The Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) is approximately
5,000 acres. The BLM, USFWS, and City of North Las
Vegas are collaboratively addressing measures to minimize
and mitigate impacts to sensitive plant species outside and
adjacent to the CTA that precludes the need to expand the
CTA at thistime.

2 The Las Vegas bearpoppy is a State of Nevada Critically
Endangered Species, whereas the Las Vegas buckwhest is
being evaluated by the Nevada Division of Forestry for
listing as such. Neither of these speciesis federdly listed as
threatened or endangered.

Aswas described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the
CTA would not be transferred until a Conservation
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area
would be protected and/or mitigated. The strategy committee
would have input regarding the content and structure of the

agreement.
3 Comment noted.
4 Comment noted.
5 Comment noted.
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= TP Response O-6 (Tule Springs Preservation
1 HOATH LAS VEGAS, HEVADA, WEDNESDAY, OCTCHER 20, 2004 .
Committee)

3 TERRI ROBERTSOH
Tusl Sprimge Pragervatlon Comnittbes
Eagt Carey Awvenye

4 61
Las Vegaeg, Hevada B3156

& ME. ROBERTSON: My name £ Terry Roberteon, and 1 am with

the Tule Springa Preservatlon Committes
B Coiald you put chat up to ahow that piece of properby
% | agaln?

10 For 20 years, we hawve been basically working on thim

11 immwe, the last eight really working en it, Eryiog to probtect
12 this ares Inaide that reckangle that you sss, Ehere are about

13 320 agres that actually beloms to Che state, so Che total ares

14 I believe that is registered ls B0 acres The firsc land

15 disposal lines had a small portion of it in it 5o wa began
15 having mestings with BIM telling them the importance of this
L7 glte. We had a reunioch of the scisnce bean that was inwolwved

LE in the dig in the '608 to get the communicy to know about the

19 s1te and interested sbout this site., It is known worldwlde aa

Ly Man Site One of the most important palec sites in

, and cur communicy just deoesn't know about it,

22 And what we were hoping ko have happen is for BLM to

y s 1 The distribution of proceeds from the land salesis specified
| m el o SRERA DRl R e ane: Somenn i sk by the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act
24 | ehere, Shadow Ridge High Sebssl right now, because of (SNPLMA). The types of expenditures and the process for
25 | £3 million arant from the Warional Bcisnce Foandaticn to nominating and funding projects are described on the

SNPLMA web site at:

FRATT AND ASSOCIATES - (703) S§6-4071 http://www.nv.blm.gov/snplma/proj ectsdefault.asp

Comment O-6
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Copservation agreement.

Comment O-6

Aswas described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the
CTA, which includes a portion of the Tule Springs National
Register Site, would not be transferred until a Conservation
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area
would be protected and/or mitigated. The strategy
committee would have input regarding the content and
structure of the agreement.

Aswas stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the
Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the
remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada
Only the portion of the Site that is on BLM land may be
subject to the land disposal process. Also, as stated in
Section 4.5.4, the BLM would prepare a Historic Properties
Treatment Plan in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer that would govern the identification and
application of mitigation measures for the Site at such time
any of the lands are nominated for disposal.

chere would be a conservation ~--
11 gl
12 &
acre
i 1 1T nd her
ow, buk
nd woild also
a did gat to hear your entire speech
3 = rd disposa
o al great
il '\
24
RATT O ASSCCIA
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TheNature ££
Conservancy."

BAVRE B T AT T B T

November 16, 2004

L#s Vegas Valley BLM Land Disposal E1S
PRSE]

2270 Cocporate Circle, Swite 100
Henderson, hevada RH074-6382

THE NATURE COKSERYAKCY [ NEVADA

Morfem Mewada (e Sahern hovada Uificz
e Pz Vet Sorwer, #1007 190 Wien Sabmn Averas, #1000

R, MY IREI| L Vg NV HI0]
fdl 1753104080
Fam 1381228112 14T

RECEIVED
ROV 1 ¢ 3

PBSA.)

The Mevada chager of The Nature Conservancy apqeciaies the opporsanity to offer
comiments on the proposed Las Vegas Valley Dispasal Boundary Draft Envaronmental
Impact Ssabernent. The mission of The Nature Corservancy is to preserve the plants,
aprimals and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on earth by protecting
the lands and waters they meed 10 sunvdve. As an international conservation arganization
committed bo hiodiversity protoction at Jocal and global scales, we hewve long been
comcerned with the effects of wbanization an nafive species, naiural communitics and
ecological systerns, [n southemn Nevadn, we are particudarly concerned with the short and
long-term effects of urbanization in the Las Vegas Valley an these resources. However,
as Wevadans, we alse recognize the seed 10 ensane both & thrivieg econsmy and high-

standard quality af fife for oar urban residents

Orar vighon in Mevads B 1o ensure e long-term survival of all vishle netive species,
catural communities, and ecological svsiems through e design ssd cosservalion of
functinnal conservation nreas. Toachieve this vision, we recently complerad
congervalion asseisments af the Cireat Basin and Mojave Desert - two of the most
biologgically diverse and imperibed ecoregions in the United Staes. TNC's ecoregional
esessment, Bcoregion-Hossd Comervaion ir the Wojowe Deserr, Sated Augeet 2001,
considered nll of southern Mevada, and identified sreas in the Majave Desent fully
represantmy the ecalogical sysiems, raterl communities, and specific charscteristics of

this eonnegion.

Priar in the population hoom of the lest few decades in southern Nevada, partions of the
L Vegas Valley were relatively pristine and offered classic examplid af typical Majave
Dessent communtties sach s crevsote bush scrub, desert salthush scrub, and Mojave wash

scrob. Today, undisturbed r ol these ¢

ities still exist in the northern Las

Vegas Valley, although bopecoich developrment ssd human encroachment from
unregulaied use of the desert landscape i rapidly erading babitst quality. Regardless, the
disposal meas contains many relatively undisturbed areas of high guality habiat, OF
pastioular mvierest 10 us are the remmard comisanities of catclew acacie, hooey mesquite,
ard desert willow that provide habitat fo o diversigy of bird, manmal, and reptile
apocies; thir pypeum subsirates and hadlend hills that support small pockets of Las Yepas
bearpoppy (Arcrowsecan culiformics); and the areas of desen serub vepetation karboring

Commant O-7

Response O-7

(The Nature Conservancy)
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Movember 16, 2004
Lis Vegas Valley BLM Land Disposal EES

vecurrences of twostone penstemon | Prasesson dieoder) and Las Yepns buckwheat
[ Eringrinaum covpmborass var mifesii inod. ). These three plant species - Los Yepgas
bearpoppy, Las Vepns buckwhest, mnd two-iosed beardionguee - ore all ghobally mre,
withs their geographic diswribmions centened i southern Mivada

We are particufarly concemed wish the stans of the Lis Vegas backwhen, As curnestly
undersioesd, this species wis onee more widespread in soutkern Mevada, bus is row
limited oo small [\cl|'||l|uIAl|'|n I just @ few areas. Bisad an very recen informaton
Ipastifatimg publication of the dreft EIS), the population i the disposal houndary ares iz
novw estimeted o comsisl of spproocmately W healthy mdividuals of diffirem see
Classes amd ages, and i by G the Brpest populalion of this species known loday, while
the aither populations (one on Mellis Air Force Base, and two oo gublic lands in the
Mluddy Mountaies aisd Gold Bame arcus of castemn Clark Cownty ) are either limviled i
numbsers or ame of marginal population health.

W kel that a portson of the nurthern Las Vegas Valley area currentdy being
coasidered for disposal by the BLM sapporis an elem 1 Mlioriie Dhesins
biological diversity =1 remainimg population of the Las
Vigns backwhest in exisience inday.  Accordingly. hesed on our review of the
alternatives presenied im the draft E15, we recommuend that the BLM corsider selectson of
& molified Conseralion Tramsler Alternative.

woath prolecting — that is, the Barg

Az deseribed m the EES, wnder the consrrvation transfer aleernative, BLM woukd comisoe
L1} I]i:‘_'.lcli-l.".'\l-:hl.' &5, V0 acres of knds availabde for tmnsfer or sale within 1he depasal
bonndary, with the exeegion of appeoximately 5.000 acres of bearpoppy and buckwhes
Feabinan in s vicinily. This area would be restricied &5 o the tvpe of futore developmest
that could necar without impaciing ratural resources. This alemative vwis designed to
pobeet sensitive bivlogical nesources incleding the bearpoppy and huckwhear, wiile also
continuing to allow issunnce of righes of way and Recrestion and Public Purposes At

leases am thasa lanids. where svoidmnoe or sdequate mitig
| ncheeved. However, given the recent discovery of approximately 7N mdividus] Las
s hickwhet plasts i an area localed southeast of the corresily debineated
vation transfer area, we recommend thai the: transder area nlicrnative be expanded
ule these newly discoverad individuals, with an appropriate buffer 1o protect from
| loeal disturbance ond 1 occomrmodiie soee plat populacion growth in thi: fulee

Finally, us requesied hy BLM during the November |, 2004 meeting aboir this prajict,
we woakd like to comment om how the conservation tran rea could mast effectively
be enarsiged Lo prodect resource values. Clearly, in the past few decades, the resource
managenent ageneles s Clark Cosmty have been grestly challenged by the regidly
Inerzaing rban popslmion and s concomitent demand for recrestional oppartunicy
The ndverss effecis of dispersal wnepslsted recre | use of the public Innds e

| particularly severe al the uban-rural interface whers OHV incamsions and dumnping o
Bousehald witstes in ristaral arcas kave become increasingly commonplnce,

Commant 3.7

Potential impacts to sensitive resources outside the
Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) were described in
Chapter 4 under the Proposed Action. Specific mitigation to
minimize impacts to sensitive resources (primarily the Las
Vegas buckwheat and Las V egas bearpoppy) outside the
CTA isbeing addressed collaboratively by the BLM,
USFWS, and the City of North Las Vegas. Mitigation
measures will be identified and implemented prior to certain
lands being offered for sde.

Comment noted. Aswas stated in Section 2.4, title to land
identified as the CTA would not be transferred until a
Conservation Agreement is developed on how the resources
in this area would be protected and/or mitigated. The
strategy committee would have input regarding the content
and structure of the agreement. The BLM appreciates your
input.

Final EIS
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Norvember 16, 2004
Las Vepns Valley BLM Land Disposs] EIS

Wiz necognizi that demand For patdoor activity is mpidly increasing over time, that urban
residents are in nesd of qualfty recreational apportusities, and believe that this need coald
e accommodaled through development of o saile of apen space areas mansged foe
varins types and intensities of appeopeiately placed public we. While the consemation
transfer area showld not be regarded a5 @ recrestional aren in the traditional sense of the
word, its proximity to develoged areas will make it subjedt o freguent public sccess
Consisguenily, the waite af hiological and palenntalogical resources present in the are
will reuine isesaive, on-the-grvsd mansgement 1o ensure their long-term protection.
Sectiom 4.4.3 of the EI5 refers to fisnare manapement of this arca 35 “open space with

2 Fimbsed and coitgalthle necreation developiment for trails and interpretive activities™ We
agree thal sach activities within the conservation tanafier area would be sppropriste, with
proper masagement. and would esdance opporunities far the Iocal residents to kam
abaul amd enjoy the specinl nartural resounces of their area. However, manapement o this
aren sufficient 1o maintain & vishle population of the Las Vegns buckwheat into the
fareseeable fubare must be intensive, and thus will be costly. The parks, trails, asd
natiral arss compones of the specmal acoount established under the Soothem Nevads
Puhlic Lands Managemens Act coubd easily suppon such an expemditure that would be
prexisely in koepeng withan the spint and intent of the Act

In conclusion, we view the newdy discovered significant habitat for mre species within
the disposal boundary as an important test of the purpase sod potential strength of e
":'P'}L'ii.l] aciount elablished onder SNPLMA 80 provide a win=win stiuntion. Wiih

3 | resvurces eeded 1o effectively masage light us {s a canservation transder area sinsed g
long term wiability of Las Yepas huckwhent, North Las Vegas obeains [and needed for
future growth and retaing imports nanesd values thal coibabuti 1o sesthelic reasees lor
why people want oo live there

Thank yea for the oppertunity % comment an the F15. The Mature Cosservancy of
Mevada is interssied and stands ready to provide technical ssistance to the BLM and the
City of Morth Las Yeges in designing, nnd ns approprise, managing s cooservation
reserve for the Las Vepss buckwhet mn northern Las Vegas Valley, Plesse do not
hesicaie o contael me a1 T75-322-49840, extension 2B, if we can be of assistance in
shaping the finad conservation aliemative for the land Ssposal,

Singerely,

AfB

Jane| Fair
Dhrecbar af Conservation Programs

Comment O-7

The distribution of proceeds from the land salesis specified
by the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act
(SNPLMA). Thetypes of expenditures and the process for
nominating and funding projects are described on the
SNPLMA web site at:
http://www.nv.blm.gov/snplma/projectsdefault.asp
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RECEIVED

hk 11 200 Response O-8 (Red Rock Audubon Society)
PB3&J

SOUTHERN MEVADANS COMMITTED TO CONSERVATION

- ¥
~

RED ROCK AUDUBOMN SOCIETY

Movember 16, 2004
Las Vepas Valley BLM Land Dispossl EIS
PBE&]
2270 Corporate Circle, Suite 100
Hersdierson, MV 200744182

e-mail: [viblmeigaphbeg com
RE: LASVEGAS VALLEY DISPOSAL BOUNDARY EIS

[hear Sirs

Thank you fior the opportunity 10 comment on the Draft Las Vepas Valley Disposal
Boundary Envirvamental [mpact Statement (E15) from Seplember 2004,

There are several issoes that we are concemed about with: the disposal of Biaress of Land ifi iti i iNnimi i it

Managemenl | B} leds withan the disposal boundary area. Finst, there are no 1 Spmlflc mltlg_atlon to mini mlze_ Impa:ts tO sens t|Ve .
alternazives m this ETS that would prevent magor impacts (o Special St plan species, resources outside the Conservation Transfer Areais bel ng
especially the Las Vepss buckabeal, Whibe the Conservation Trassfer Alternative would i

allow for preservition of a large oumber ol Las Vegas buckwheal plants and its hahitat, wdremj COIIaboraany by the BLM ’ USF\NS’ and the
there 5 & 3ignaficant ameant of seres of habital sosth of the bedtway (1-215) that 12 not C|ty of North Las V%&

inchaded in the proposed Comservation Transfer Alemative. As & botandst | hinve
1 nersonadly found about 2H Las Vegns bockwhent plants south of 1-215, o per the ALM
batanist over 100 plants were found in that ares south of 205

It is incomceivahle that BLM wmekd be aflowed to dispose of kands that would eritically
endanger the Las Vegas buckwhest species and brang it ta the hrink of extinction, This
apecies i3 largely confined to the Las Wegas Valley area where it i5 disjunct from the
remainder of its range. Therefore we propose that additienal srees will be added w the
Conservation Transfer Alsemative bo profect this species

Comment 0-8
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Pape 2 {RRAS)
| Im Chagiter 3 of the EI5, Section 3.4,1,1, Wellands and Rspanan Compoanitics; Aruwde 2 The ml% |S nOt CUI’I’enﬂy ||$w on the Ne\/&ja NOX'OUS
oty {pant need) is Heted & & con ian vegetalsa menl. Arung o, I I
2 & :‘:lel‘“m \:-I:\.'I] |;.1rln prn;:lu:.':l_i?illlﬁnnl:m'rx::lnp:nf: rLﬁm:nt::.lrFl‘r::I;':l diq_'l.rl:i g, n:ii- st | ISt Pa Da/vn RaffGW7 NOXI ous ij Program
veetaion and the TS showld acknowledge ihat fic. Coordinator for the Nevada Department of Agriculture, the

species will most likely be listed as noxious in 2005.

We commend the BLM for invenloeying scacivmescuile habilais. The Red Rock

3 Audubon Eociety is concemned shot decressing numbers of Phainopepla and its habiim
inthe valley, Flgune 34-3 shirws major ansas of scacismisquite babitat in the nooth-
eastem partion of the dispoml ares. The propased Cosservation Transfer ARemative 3 Comment notaj
woukd certainly preserve somi of that habitar foe the Pramopepla.

We would gladly assist in future discusssors shout these probliems mentioned above and
find al ternatives o protect the resperees in & compatible way,

Sinoerely,

I.' e g
o T, Thiaty T .z;?"-"'-’,é'
Past-President Red Rock Andobon Society

B Brox 96691
L5 Vegns, NV 39193

Comment O-A
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Response O-9 (Nevada Environmental Coalition,
Inc.)
ROBERT W HALL Pro 52
1030 Basttom Willow Dirive:
L= YWegas, Nevads 891348
[T02) ¥60-31 18
FAX: (T02) 360-311%
'
1.5, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIDR
BUREAL OF LAND MANAGEMENT
A
In e Miaimar of
NEYADA ENVIRONMENTAL DOALITION INC
and ROBERT W. HALL Comments re
Las Veps Vallley Dispossl Bousdary Draft Environmental
Irmpact Statemens (DE1S] NV050% 1792, 63 Fed. Reg 54778,
dated Sepsember 10, 2004
...... q
COMMENTS OF THE MEVADA ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION, [MC,
i | wil ROBERT W HALL
1 | Peliminary Statement
M I Followang comnments by Robert W, Hall, President, Newmda Environmendsl Coalition,
) || Ing. ("MEC*) and Robert W, Hall as an individusl are imely soberafied i responss to the Bureas
: of Land Management's Seplember [0, 2004 Federml Register ("FR™) notice inviting tha genersl
= public and interesied parties W comment on the Las Vepas Valley Dusposal Bosndary Draft
|| Emvirommmental Impact Statement ([NELS), Clark Comty, Nevada
E] The Nevada Enaronmentsl Coalifion, b ("RECT} is g reserch and advocacy public
12 |}seavice med oversight organization ths regarding Clark County eavironmiensal issues. NEC's
Auppaitg ofgan shond sl NEU astooales hve, work, pay toes, breatte the air and dnk the
water in Clark Counby Meveda where the NEC i5 Tocased
SOUTHERN NEVADA FUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1998 (3NPLMA) AS
|| AMENDED BY THE CLARK COUNTY CONSERVATION OF PUBLIC LAND AND
28 | NATURAL RESDURCES ACT OF 2002 (CCCPLNRA)
MEVADH ENVIRCKMENTAL COALITION. 1NC./MOHERT W. WALL comedTs - |
Comment O-§
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2

There 15 nothing m the SKPLMA oo the COCPLNRA fhat sets ande she Burzan of Land

© || M anap et s (BLM ) requiremesns 10 comply faly vits the National Envircsmental Polusy

Aot iNEP A, the Clean Air &gt (TAN) or the Adminsirbve Progsdiess A {APAY The BLM

has not comphed wath all three achs seos NEPA and CAA wer= maned mio byw m 1970 To this
dane, there =5 mo NEPA compliani, site specific snvinonrmenial impact stalement sobject o APA

revew thard raveals i other Incal, stwe ond federal sgencies and the public how mach dimect mnd
Indirec | g podleace e BLM & naponsibbe o o the Las Vegas Valley senos non-sttanoen
|| reas Bor pesticle matter sen microns or less {PM 10}, carbon monoids (00 and ozons (004G)

|| By "subject to APA reiew” we are specifically makmg the distinction betwern = pecific
1

** || docements that are subject in APA review 25 oppoed 10 long mnge planning, programsratic

. | "
| docaments thil are ol Subpect 1 APA ssview. The dfférenee nvalves pubhe reveew and

serutiny by just comment documests

STATE OF MEVADACLARK COUNTY POLLUTHEN SPECIFIC STATE
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

o Fou the reasons piven ghova, we do not beligve thar the SMPLMA {42,000 acres) and
|

CCCPLNEA {22,000 acres) land disposals of 74,000 g res of land i the Las Vepss Valley ane

| NEPA, CAA and AP lawdul MEPA amd e U A% e contem with senous aon-atanmeni

:!.lr-cnﬁ_rlzr:u BLM disposal area. The draft document 1= a WEPA DEIS. Thers is no citshon io
|
|

| MEPA, peeramiit g the muslsading minsdection of o “dispossl area” where she issues are the

3 I;..-n-.‘-.»; non-attminment aress An E1% mast refer fo envimonmenial lsw smouies or repeanons nol

|| land disposal rules. The reasom & that comparsons mist be made with like dam: The reader mus

" || hawve the infartsaton to be able i undersizmd how the docemest relates 4o the senous nan.
|
|| amainmeng areas. Thare is no practicsl way o deerming whether the level of ar polluioa |

| wedictad and reporizd socends the SIF sinndards or not. The pable: has a right purssant o
|

Commeant 0-8

The analysis is being performed in compliance with BLM’s
obligations under NEPA, as specified in CEQ and BLM
regulations, including requirements for public participation
in the NEPA process.

The Draft EIS includes a description of applicable lawsin
Section 1.4. Estimates of air emissions and comparison of
the emission levels to smulated air quality conditions are
provided in Section 4.1, including comparison of cumulative
emissions to SIP threshold values, where available.

Final EIS
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L || MEPA o know what the esvaronment consequences ol thetr propossd acisons are and whether
ol |
those consequences am permitted according oo curnent law. The DELS does oot provide that
!lz formation
. :E“'IRH\'WI"\'I.HE. CONSEQUENCES
CRapier 4 is & narratrve thal does not abe ar dirsctly relate o NEPA and CAA
|| resquirements There i3 w0 chisklist of NEPA raqiirements of whether or got targ is compliane |
| Thee choect s inchzect impacts of the BLM lands sold since hane 2004 wers adéressed m “nthes|
& || Masonal Enviconmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents.” 1d. 4-1_ 2. What other docaments
i Implemenintion of [nd dspesal md development actions within the disposal boumdary anea
g l |Le, spatzal ) wodd oocur over the remanng porban of te currem 20-year planmng penod (1.2
|| temporal b, thus the malvas |'-'-||"1':|.I'; of thee s disposal AHernpves 15 o el i s
. Id 4-1, Types of Impacts, § 4, What remaining parteon of the cumrent 20avear plamming. perind 7
|| Whar does that have 1o do with site specific schoes!
1z | The Tahle 421 a8 4-3 Land Dvsposal predicis an annual disposal averaps of 4,00 agres
I' sald per year, wath disposal o be complete by 2015, Land Development hawever = eshmaied ai |
only | 55 acres doveloped per vaar through 2018 On Mowamber |2, 3004, the ELM nonped
4 ! 1,320 BI acres of land for disposal ot a planned Fehouory I 2005 |and sale. The BLM Bas hdd
4 | e L sades @ yomr, Obweosly the predicanens and sssumptions are in subsiassl eror. s |
g | true that aece there is MEPA and AN moanplaance there is ao practical ressons why land
i thsposals conld not mcrease mbsanialle absent SNPLAA, {52,000 acres) ard SCCPLNRA
12 MY acres) enforeeshle restncoes on mnusl land dispossls
iscusmon of BLM's mitigatan requiserents ades that ey would be lzed 1o

5 the F whnperal Species Acr and National Hicrore Preservanon Act The re=r of the minzation

Comment 08

Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS has been prepared to address the
requirements of CEQ regulations for an EIS to disclose
impacts of alternatives considered (40 CFR §1502.16).
Other NEPA documents that evaluated impacts of previous
land sales include the EIS prepared for the Resource
Management Plan, which was adopted by the Las Vegas
Field Officein 1998. This NEPA document provided a
programmatic analysis of projected land disposal actionsin
the Las Vegas Valey based on information available at that
time. Individual saleswere evauated for site-specific
impacts and possible mitigation measures on a more detailed
basis and were tiered to the RMP EIS. The Draft EIS has
been prepared in response to the requirements of SNPLMA,
as amended, and to address increased demand for land for
development in the Las Vegas Valey because these factors
are projected to result in greater land transfers than projected
for the analysisin the RMP EIS.

The rates of land disposal are based on historical averages of
land transfer by BLM in the Las Vegas Valey over the last
severd years. While the amount of land disposed in any
given year may be above or below the average, the analysis
of impacts provided in the EIS provides an assessment of
impacts for the total amount of land projected to be sold and
developed. Based on available information, BLM expects the
average rate of disposal to be similar to the assumptions
made for the analysisin the Draft EIS even though the rate of
disposa in any single year may be above or below the
projected average rate of digposal. Sections 2.2 through 2.5
explain that the projected disposal rate is based on averages
of sales since the 1998 RMP.

The analysis of impacts in the Draft EIS is based on the
average rate of development, not average rate of disposal.
As stated in Section 4.9, devel opment rates were based on
developed uses of BLM lands that were disposed of under
SNPLMA from 1999 to 2000, and on planned devel opment

Final EIS
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discussion is speculanive o best. [d 44, The DEIS admits dsat the ol revised amne ety

Froem the air qualiny madel are enmei|able for this Draft ET1S Bt will b incorparais in tse Final

ndirect air pellunon

E || Plans §51Ps) becauss lamd disposal does oot cregde or increass sources of pallutmts ar emission
rivtess (40 CFR 53 153 2¥mv]) Federsl apences are mod resporsshle for ermsunng coaformsty
far amy actrvities that occur subsequent 1o tmmser of lands io non-federal easities ™ Thar
searement i mislzading

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

A.MNEPA

il cilimencs

arvirammen tal informstion = svaikible o p

Comment 0-8

5 EIS ™ Whare an imgportant secton of nos-ofsnment ar polluton is admittedly not mchaded, &
DIE1S must be re-nodced for public commend when e rest of the informanian s svulable 1 4
.1 Clusht 1 miits st dir ) s from
a3 || ROWs and REPP lepses ‘may’ oocur ™ The deselopment of these lands will cause doeet an

Land desposal acmons an iod sobsect w0 conformly with exastng State bnplemenlatan

belore decisions are made amd before actions are eaken The
? bz of ksgh qualisy. Accuraie sciendif 515, EAy |
rublic senatiny &re cosennal m sy ing MEPA ;
POCFR § 150001 (T=1-02) Tox the exiess thar emvironmensal information is nod availahle
[ i it o iztons are taken, BLM s infamation dnes nor
dacigion by she BLM s mnd abses iz disoration

4(cont)land use categories used by the Regiona Transportation
Commission.

5 The mitigation measures noted in the EIS are based upon the
best information available regarding disposal actions where
no specific development plan for any parcel is known. Ozone
results have been incorporated into the fina EIS.

6 The impacts of issuing rights-of-way and R& PP |leases are
evauated in the EIS because BLM retains ownership of the
land under these redlty actions and must approve proposed
activities on these lands. The BLM approval of activities on
leased lands and rights-of -way is afederd action as defined
by NEPA. Land disposal actions that result in transfer of
title and do not constitute federal authorization of
development or other activities are exempt from conformity
requirements (40 CFR 893.153(c)(2)(xiv)). Thisrule states
explicitly that: “Transfers of ownership, interests, and titles
in land, facilities, and real and personal properties, regardless
of the form or method of the transfer” are exempt from
conformity requirements.

7 The supporting analyses conducted for the Draft EIS, such as
the Air Quality Study performed by Argonne National
Laboratory, have been prepared using the best available
information and the best professional judgment of
technically qualified specidistsin each area. The leve of
effort and technical standards met the requirements for use
of available information specified in 40 CFR §1502.24.
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The outssandesg mrues start with the NEPA non-di soretionary requinemerts e BLM his

8 * || failied and nefissed %0 acoamplish. Each failure oo comply is & separate justification for @ failed

1 || stp

BLM hae pased the scnesge fram the Southem MNavads Public Land Managament Act
("SNPLMA"} and the Clark County Conservanon of Public Land and Matural Resources Act of |

2002 |COCPLNEAT) imio smadler laed disposal actions supporied by 2 low level emvmonmenisl

| asspeartenms | EAs)in order o evade subjeceeg the enmre 74,000 gereg of die twa Ao o as

LA |, mEse

envircnmensal impact salement

oo review . W now have a DENS that
|15 lockmg hack despite the Fact thes substaniial lands heve alrssdy been smld
it | BLM his published a Federnl Regisrer Notice of Reslty Action (“MNORA") that = daisd
: | Oetaber |, 2000 and wrs nooced Noversber |2 2000 arscric iy 4 Fubnuany 2, 2005 land
13 ! isposal sale. There iz o fins

5 || Tt nistice the poblsc had admits there is ne fined E1S, just the Sepiembes 10, 2004 DETS Thers |

REPA compham, site spectfic EIS. covermg shis |ead ssfe: The |
1“ 3 I wits o finad NEPA EIS complinnce enguring that fisally tpproved earommental infarmancn
& || wms available o cinzens bafoes the BLM's decisions were made and hedore the NORA acticns |
| were takin. The land dsposal sale wes noficed i the public wishow NEPA woesplance 40 CFR
(1§ 1500 1¢kp 71023
BLAs claim of conformance b o stabe implesentation plan (*5$1F7). EPA has recently,
20 || preliminarily approved sao 8Ps The PMIO SIP approval was nosiced oo Jung %, 2004 {69 Fe

| B 32,273} The CO S approval wis noticed on September 21, 2004 (59 Fed Reg 56,35

| (coxified ot 20 CFR fart 51} There 15 soome dessonance howen
11 =z || Lrrgun Count of Appesls ules. The EPA"s effacsive dage is thire dave aftar FR pufdscsno. The
Banth Circmt Comart of Appeals however, flows notices of anpes wp i axty-deys after FR

publicanon The PM 0 appicval wos notced For judiod review by Poticiee
ha bosfing siage. The OO SIP reqoest for pedioial cevisw ba

42 3 result nothing 15 finad yet

Commant 0-8

10

11

The BLM isrequired to comply with NEPA in completing
the EIS. The SIPisimplemented by the Clark County
Divison of Air Quality and Environmental Management and
its implementation is not within the authority of the BLM.

Land disposal actionsin the Las Vegas Valey had been
initiated by BLM as part of the implementation of
management decisions documented in the LasVegas RMP.
The overal impacts of projected land disposal that were
anticipated at the time of the RMP preparation were
evaluated in its accompanying EIS. Under the RMP, tiered
NEPA analyses of individua sales have been performed to
ensure NEPA compliance of each sale. The disposal
boundary area was modified by the Clark County Act and
increased nomination of parcels for sale by local
governments have resulted in land disposal rates that exceed
the projections used in the RMP. In response to these
changes from the projections used for impact anaysisin the
RMP, the BLM is completing this NEPA analysis for
ongoing land sales. Previous saes are included in this
analysis to meet the requirements of NEPA to assess
cumulative impacts.

While the BLM anticipated that completion of the EIS would
allow the February 2005 sdle to proceed, the schedule or
scope of the offering can be modified in response to
determinations in the EIS and Record of Decision.

Comment noted. Judicia review of the SIP documents does
not affect the impact analysis and preparation of this EIS.
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In 1999 Clark County and the Stee of Nevada filed 2 FM10 SIP submetial with the EPA
< || The Manth Ciroert Cowrt of Appesls vacoted md remanded the approval in 2000, For that reason
| mi coma cn b certmen whether there 15 6 finally approved $1P or not. Th legal offect of 2 coun

4 | vacsting aod remending the spproval poes hack to the dae of sppeaval which hegaihy no baeger

12 3| exists

Prine e the Ixest 31F sebmimals, there was no EPA finally P oved Clark Comngy S[P
T || that meess the 1990 amendments %o e Clean Air Act{"CAA"™) Sz, 42

eid withoul & final EIS which should have precedied the FONSI

sngle no achion dermative S 2 TS0 § 42N 2NCHY The required

13 12 || statement 15 pod m the AR

The altemazive of siowing the land males down or cangelang them

¥ Walley relies upon water and thet 10 waler fof disf eontn

NEPA requires that the resporable Pederal offics, shall consds with and obian e

|| comments of any Fademl agency whech has junisdiction by law or special expemise wish repect

i iy emancnmental impech ivolved Copes of aach stxem

the approprigte Faderal, Stote, and Incal agencies which e authonzed to develop aed anfores

mzck avmleble fo the ... peblicas pr

1_* _. environmental scnderds, shall be

Tidle 3, and shall accompeny the proposel dhrough the axisnng sgency

The reyuired compliance was ot made puhlic pursmnt 1o 3 178 C § 532 and there is no
1 e I b i v "
23 || legally sufficient avidemee v e conrary Wb sete. The BLM i oy abead without ladi
it
The Southem Mevada P | ey MELA the
15 | | thon of Pubhc Land and Ma A

Comment 0-3

LS.C & Ta0S ). There

the commends and wiews of

12

13

14

15

The land disposal process does not include responsibility for
or jurisdiction over implementation of SIP controls and is
not impacted by the SIP approval process. The BLM uses
data from the SIP to complete its NEPA analysis because the
datais the best available.

See General Response 2 — Range of Alternatives. The
alternatives devel opment process, including aternatives
considered and eliminated from the analysis, are described in
Chapter 2.

The EISis being prepared following the consultation and
public participation requirements of NEPA. The EISisnot a
rulemaking or adjudication process or order, which are the
types of agency actions subject to the statute cited in the
comment.

The EISfor the land disposal actionsin the Las Vegas
Valey isbeing prepared to consider the impacts of land
sales beyond those projected in the RMP and its
accompanying EIS. Impacts related to previous sale actions
are included as part of the cumulative impact anaysis.
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(“CCPLMEA") do not supersede NEPA. Baodh of these Acis combized regure fat the BLM

£ desposa of 14,000 agres of government land in the Las Vesas Valley. Thad dutw has nothing to do
" |{ wich dhe slety to compily with NEFA, CAA and APA requiresents The land dispasel Acts are
rmajor fedeml environmental actians fhat must comply with NEPA befises any FONSE The BLM

15

takes a byl nsk wehen it ignnres the he NEPA reguirement o dseloss cumulsnve air el lution

il"ﬂ.‘:.l:!'\. bafiorg the sale. "befare decassors ane made and befare actions are mken " $CF R §

z || 15001k} The referemce o “koenl lend use plans™ i 6 diverson chat ic oot rélevam heran. This

| ® |:i5‘ primarily & NEPA action and there is no exemption from NEPA

THE CLAIMED EXEMPTION

A feaderal regulation in ooeflict wish o federal ssatute is invalid as 3 manerof [aw "

Watsor v. Procker (Tn re Watson), 161 F 34 593, 564 (9% Cir. 1998) [eiting Chem. Adfrs. div o

3 ot e e Coucll I 4015 116 N — 16 Undgr the EPA rules defining the applicability of conformlty
requirements, 40 CFR 8153(a) states that transportation
| Ry ; ST % ; projects must comply with conformity requirements as
a s "“‘" G IR Tnm specified in 40 CFR 51, Subpart T. 40 CFR 153(b) states
s that the conformity requirements of that subpart apply to
OcthF ICAA t presmrvt hedr-Valhdiy. i ousid it th EPA: s i ¥ 1o federal actions other than transportation projects, including
| ey to that e claimmed ssempson appibes anly o transportason baw and fhen osly 10 e the exclusions listed in 40 CFR §(153)(c)(2)(xiv).

el thet the dhrect and indirecs air polinoe from fae agancy acnion is in fact & minimes

Consequently, the Suprame Coert hes hedd ha an agency s interpretmban of & regulation that

16

socmedmg b the modrhieg langoags in the resdation
Petitioner mpued duar Kol v Surnon, 256 F 3d 6% (9 Cir. 2001, anappests coun

w43 CF R §

cegrsaon that resulied = a remasd o te Esinet court in favor of Hall, disces

I 93,V S N v}, Then discussion md the resslation cired ane resticrad b rasponation plas

prozmms and prosects developed, fusded oo approwed under Title 23 ST o the Lban Mass

| Camment 0-9
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(X}

w

Transporiation Act, 49 ULS.C. §5 $500-5338" While carbon maneoide air pollition is an issus
herzin, there 5 no evidence of wensporiation allegaions by Appellant Hall regarding Tigde 23
U5 C. ar the Urban Mass Transpanation Act, 491U 5 C § 5501-5350

I his opening brief in this action, Appellan clearly stated that the (s argued m
thi feview 15 4 peneral confommity, not trsporizion conformaty, 40 C F R §

93 153 (cHINxan) is “n rezulntiam not a4 issue hereim ” Hall staed, *|ohds actlon
daes not invelve transportstion sswes.” See, Bl Opaning Breed ¢ 8. The enure
ergument in BF A& 20-21 isvolves & regulanion that Apgellant Hall has conns
ddiswvowed ms an issus horoin. Appetloos Filod to rebul the fact that Hall's faces
and srgument that imeodve goseral conforssty Moo, 11 Lanspakaion
confomery ssoes.” Appellant declines to be resporsbs for  recolatca that is
oo g isgue Seg, Pl Opemang Baef at 7:5. Appelless fuled %o rise the peneml
mnl‘amty vizne and 1is regulations. For that resson Appellees” waived their nght

f0 do
In the altemative aed without prejudice rezanding conformity o due CAA Apzellees in
i.ﬁ'ﬂl.' maife another rusteading statemen, “us Coort held taai transfers of Laind by govemment
agencies sre axempi from the Clean Aer Act's confarmuey requiements " 40 CFR §
93 153w

Sactson (b) seis the de minieis madimum st 100 ons per yeee for carbon monnxide and
T0 tons per year of FMID (particle matier ton wacrons of eeg). The omassion of g de minimis
regmremnenl 15 4 subizanbial omission. Am act of Congress such e the SNPLMA w5 nos and pever
has been exemps from NEPA complionee and CAA conformity, the mizleafing angument of e
{ BLM natwethstmding.

The actual appeeals coin statement does met support g BLM's claams *As the disinict

" Subpart A s restricied to Confoniy 10 Siste or Federdl Implementation Plans of
Trensporissos Plas, Programs, sd Projects Devaloped, Funded or Approved Under Trle 23
5_.: S.C. o the Federn] Tranmd Laws Ses also, 400 C F R § 95 160141

“ Inezrposed wathout preudice on the basis that we havo mever s2en o BLM EIS thar fully
dischases all of the ageney s direet and indirect Y allley, serious noe-snsinment area PMIG and
CCF gy pollunon

HEVRIV BN
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18] .

| coart mosed, Hall’s Clesns Air Act chaflenge to dse Del Wiebb land exchange fails if this
exufigrnon w valid, s Hall's challenga recaseanily mest b considersd a3 2 challsngs o the
valudity of the exempion” The words “if this exemption 15 valud™ are opermgive,

Hall doves ot chaflenge the sctual langeapge of the 40 CFR § 93,153 ch 2)xiv) exits

application io the execution or paper tronsfer of land &3 keg a3 the regulstion i mad in the

coniet of the entire regulation, 40 CF R § 9310000 s2q, and is interpreted in accordance with

|| thee entire ssbesection

Thi: BLM i3 reading the carmw examption out of the contex 1o the antire sub-secthas
Lend transfers are puper transacnons that e dbvioushy exespt ar fong as they are atr poffrion
i miinins ot Ay emain air peliuion o svmiels. The site specific actions diat result From

BLM'5" land disposals asd transfers e not de sumimis and exempt by e | ngaape, spirit and

intimt of the rest of 40 CFR. § 553,153 The BLM mesleads when only a shver of a complex
requlation iz introduced

The BLM's CAA “exemphon” argement, if isken a8 lonful by on appeals court, would
have the effect of rdlifying NEPA, CAA mnd APA by a back door parsisg of the law. NEPA

Cak and AP were ensctod 1 wark togester. A finding that nullifies one staooe has the

pracil effed of nullifying &1

Paninener Hall objects o the BLA s argument on fcsual md legal (ieluding
| unsdiction) grounds. Meither the dgirel oourt nor an appeals cours bas the paisdction o nudlify
NEPA, CAA and APA. Bt should be intuitivee chat the BLM does not have lawful authority s
duimp T4, 000 seres of lied incanded for develapment in a sivall alley wathaut KEPA, CAA and

APA consiquences. Withou! ceopliance, the dust chouds follow
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17

the ER'A has recogmzed, the possibility thet a plan wall igself resslt m degradanon of ar qualsty o

’ S e

gbs e d

of rechinicel assisance

of the modfrsg language must be taken inbe comsderahom

subrpar

HITRETHE

This mehon does not ipvelve mansporanon issees. See A0 CFR B SEAS3 2l As

vie as 10 be de momms. See A0CF R & 30853 (cHINxn). S, ol v, Abbey, 32 Fed

21, F2X (97 Cir. 2002)
The “exempdion™ 15 very narrow and invalves ooly “{xa) Planning, studies, and geoy sca

For the exemprian sa apply, the entire sst-as

grmeis ok s

1 ahall st apply 10 (8} Actons would result (n ne emissions incresse o @ incresse in
v that 15 clearhy di minim " which = eertamly the case 1 prepanng o paper documens
sciion also defines de minimes 25 under ¥ sons of PAMLO per year and under 130 tons of

ryear. If and when she BLM prodsces a cumuleinve impact FIS we would see bow many

L0 par year

= || thousands of fimes dee o murrmrr

oo ot

than T tpy of FM 10 and 100 4

ol

mit is excesded The disposal of T4 000 mces in 8 icns

{utmement ares is not a o mimimis sction. The data that 1= meailable readily st jo mare
tpv ol OO, Seg, S0CFR & 51,853 (7-1-00) The BLM mnes thar
tice bbbl achosne weiddd dod Be developed, this the sctual emsion wmks may be

v ohan eatimased. Judging by the seeady increase m the amount of acreage noticed for

Wisgosal, the reverss is true

the acresge ihey onest deal
we iz nob what fhe BLM may or may not dio, the e is 74
EdAs bt they now admit that an addrhonal 2000 acres beon

trvgered enothir ELS requirement AT of B scrog 621

The BLM his requested 2nvi conmeninl approval For a total of 74,000 acres

T4, 000 seergs ALM rostinily pripares

o ool 520060 adges

FabEs CoAENinE & wajor Faderal

on g all regears an EIS

Mo matter how &

not bess. Thet|

wath. They can lewholy despose of all 74,000 acres af anv hime Thiy

17

As stated in previous responses and as provided in the
Purpose and Need discussion in Chapter 1, the EISisbeing
prepared to evaluate the impacts of land sales because
changes in the disposal boundary implemented by the Clark
County Act and increased nomination of parcels for sale by
local governments, would result in land disposals beyond the
amounts originally considered in the RMP/EIS. Individual
sales conducted under the RMP have had tiered NEPA
documentation prepared for each sae.
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13 " Las Wegns Valley serinus nooe atminment erea only b an smount detemained by the EFA finally

the SNPLMA and‘or the CCPLMNEA. Thers is no E1% fia meets fhe tostaf 40 C F B § 15061
Drespaie BLM s omeseons, the program of the dsposal of 73 000 pres contirees imabaed
Warse, the repeaied use of the ward “SIP withoet the preceding words “prelewiman by appeovnd 7

|15 mezlendng, EFA approvads remum sehject o APA review

pragect Preparation of an E15 thus ensares. that decision-makars know thal there
is a risk of significant emvironmental impact and ke that impect inio
consaderation. As such, an F18 ix more likely o attract the fime and atention of
bath palicymakers and the public. In nddstion, fere is genemily 1 lonpes time
pegiod for the public i comment on an EI% a5 opposed w an EA, snd public
hearings an aften hedd.

Bae Anderson v Evans, 150 F 33 815, 836 (9 Cir 2000}

Sec |506 0 Limitamoms on acnoms durmg NEPA proces

{ah Until &t apancy ismd a record af decisios a8 provided
Sag. 15032 (exoapl a8 provaded in paragraph (c) of this sechion), no artion
concerusg the peoposal shall be taken which would:

{1 Have an acherse emarosmental smpact, or

{2 Lerret dthe chei ce of ressonzble albematnes

(k) 1€ any agency & consdenng an applicabon from o non-Fadem] entity, and is
verre that the spplacant = shout 1o 1eke an achon within the agency's unsdicion
that would meet aither of the mienam paragraph (] of this smcton, ten the
agency shall promptly notfy the apphcamt shat the agency wall tnke spproprime
action o meare thal the ohjecovas and procadurnes of KEFA are achizved

{c} While work on o required pmgram erronmental impact siremess i m
progress and the sction is not covered by o existing program sisiemeont, agendies
shall mpt unddertakie in the inberim sy majer Federal sction covered by the

pragram which may significastly alTect the quality of e hmman
ensbronment unles such setion:

(1) b5 justified indepescdently of the program;

(20 1% isell accempansed by an sdequeie envirenmestal impact stntemes;
and

13} Will mod prejodice the ultimate decision sn the program. Intervim action
prejusdices the ultimase decision on the program whes it sesds 14 desermine
smbsequent development or limit altermetives . [Emphasis added §

The mapgor Frderal acnon dhar is the issee 15 the disposal of 74,000 geres of land in both

Without a fmally approved SIP, the amount the BLM may increase siv pollution m du:

* [{approved SIP hudsets: See 42 1S & T506ch The BLM cannol conlfoam ie a <

COMEEM T2

Comment 08

18

Air quaity impacts are evaluated in Chapter 4 of the EIS for
each alternative, as required by the CEQ regulations cited
that define major federal actions and significance.
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irplerteniation plar that does nat yed finally exst An EPA findly spproved SIP seis Lemis
regarding the nmommt of mr poliston soerces including Federal agency sources miny of may nog |
gxceed By BLM's own admissions aad unnl thene 15 EPA fisally spproved SIF, the CAA s
clear that air pallutod esesgians beyond de munimis e unlawid

Sec. 150818 Muyor Federal action.

Myor Federal achion includes achions with effects that may be mayor and which
wrz potenoally sabject o Fademl conol and resporsibility. Magor remforees b
doses not Bave o meaning independent of sgeifcely (Sec. §HM.2TY Actions
inciude the corcumatance where the responsitile edfeials Gl doact and that Gal we
tn 2ot i5 meveevable by counts ar admamstrative mbunals mder the Admmigsative
Procedure Act or atber applicable law &5 sgency sciion

{a) Actions iscluds new and cominuing senveties. sncluding projects end
prograns entredy o partly finmced, sesisted, conducted, nagulased, o approved
b federn] apencies, oew or revised agency rules, repdations, plars, pofioes, oo
procadres, and legislesive propocals (Secs 15068, 15308.17)

{b) Federal sctions remd oo fall within one of the following canepories

{1) Adaption af offcial palicy, soch a8 rules, regulations, and isterpretations
adopied pursmm 1o the Administrative Procedere Act, SUSC 551 misng.,
ineaties and intemationgd comventions or agresmends; formal documents |
ectahlicheng an apemey's podicies which will resalt in or substentielly sleer agency
programs

{21 Adopion of formal plares, such 25 offical dooseents preparsd or appeoved by
Toderal agencios which guide or prescrbe alvermative wses of Federal resources,
wpon which figure agency actions wall be based

{53 Adoption of programs, such e o growp of concerted acthons bo rmplement a
specific policy or plan; svstemans and connecisd agency decizions allpcating
apemey fesources t implement a specific smiutony program of gsecitive
diEBeiive,

{4) Appraoval of spacific prajscts, such as morstuchion or maragement acavines
located in o defined geogmphe: area. Projects inglude acsons approved by permit
o aithes repulatory docisson a5 well as Fedieral and Fedenafly assistod actvitios

Sec. 150827 Sagmificanthy

Signficantly g wsed in NEPA requires considenations of both contest and
intensiby

{a) Contest This maans that the significance of an stion mus he analyzed in
swiral comtents soch &s sociery a5 & whale (hwman, nationaly, the affected region,
the affiscted inberests, and e locality, Significmee vanes with the settmg of the
proposad sction. For instance, i $ue case of a sizspecific sction, sgmificarce
wiuld esually depend upon the effects in the locale iather dsan i the woedd as 2
whole. Both shor- and longsterm effics are refevest

FCVADA, ENVIRINENTAL COALITION, LNC,./ROEEFT W, HALL COFFENTS -

Comment 0-9

Final EIS

H - 108

December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary

Appendix H

(1) Inteeressty. This refiers o the severity of impact. Bespossibie officidls mst baa
in i that maone thes one apency sy make decisions sbout pansal aspects of &
major acon. The following shoud be cansidered in evalustng wbensity

3 {11 lmipacis that may be both bemeficid and adverse. A sipnificam offect may
exist even 1f the Faderal agancy believes that an balance the effect will ke
8 Benafizial

{2) The degree o which the propased sction affects public heahth or safer

{3) Unique charsetenstics of the geographic wre such = prosimity o histonse or
cultural ressurces, park fands, prime feemlmds, wetlands, wild and scemc vers
of toobomdally cnbcal ares

3 (1) The degree o which the =ffects on the qualtty of the beman nvinosmen e
1kely o he highly comtroversal

B {5) The degres o which the possble effecs on the haman envirosenent are highly
ungzrian or mvalve unique or mknown risks

18| = () The degres i which the acton may establash a precedent for funane aciioes
with significant effects or represents a daci<ion in princeple shout 4 faners
eonERderalen.

(7 Whitthes the acton & nizleed so otber achons with indimdusity msigmaficant

but comlatively sign fizeer impacts. Sipraflesnes oot i 1 15 ressonable o
arfticipale a cuntdanyele sigeficant impacton the esntmonment. Sigmificance
cannat be mueded by ferming an achion femeporary or by beeaking it down intg

1 smalll component pans
|E} The degeee in winch the action may adversely mdfec) destricrs, sides, highusys
|| structures, or objects lisied m or elighls for listeg in the Nationsd Register of

Historic Places or may ¢ause boss or destruction of 5ignifican scientific, cotural,
or historical resoarces

[90) Thes desgres 40 which the aztion mey adversely affect an llldb"',g.EIl\.'d o
thressened spocios of i habitae dan has been determmed to be ibeal mder the

17 Emsdangered Speaes Actof 1573
|10 Whether & achon threatens 3 niolation of Federal S2ate, or local Law or |
1) requrements imposed for the protectos of the covironmend

BLM mest produce evidence of 3 cumulative impast determinacon maolang sl of

: BLM s air pollution activiizes. Cumulstve impecis are shose impacts that rese from de |
| incremenial 1mpact of an action, decsion, or project in comsbination with other past, prosent. and |
’ Efreﬂm'ahl.- fomeseeshle fisture nchons, regardlzss of the sgency (Federal ar non-federaly or person
19 rl undertzking such ather actions. Cumulmive impacts q@n result from indivi dushy mimar ba
collecnively significant actions over a panod of nee, from similer projects or sznoas, and fram

|| projecis or actons which bave amedar impacts Seq, 30 CFB Pam 3087, Therne i3 & basas for the

cumulptive impact daim and the bass is mandanony

19

The cumulative impact analysis considers the impacts of
related activities that may occur in the Las Vegas Valey,
including development of previoudy disposed lands and
development of lands that have been under private
ownership prior to the start of the land disposal process. The
cumulative impacts analysis is provided in Section 4.15.
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The “exemgpe” claims will not cause a court o delfier i m agemcy mberpretation of §

| | s2asmme the agency i pot chargad wath sdministersg. Onired Soates v. Corey, 232 F 34 1165

|
|
‘ 1143 ['-'" Cir. 2000 Fuither, when a stahsfe w5 administerad by more than one apancy, &

* || partieuar agency’s interpretation is not enfitled 1o deference. Agency isderpretations developed

= |{insformally {12, st throwgh formal adyudicatson for sotee and comment rulemaking) do nar
1

5 || wnerant dafarence. Scalss v [N.8, 222 F 34 1150, 11851166 (9% Cir, 2000} The cour may

refuse % defier o an agency s nberpeetation of o particulr gatete {even tiough wigsin the

! | gency s expertrse] 1f the apecy has not congistenily interpreted the provisions @sue, Su of

¥ (FLhregom v BLM, BYF 24 1419, 425 (3" Cir,, 1583
|
| Kem v, Unitad Semies BLM, 284 F 3d 10483, 1072 (%1h G 20023

The mulations define " cenvdanve mpac” &
18 the i=pact on the anviroement which resilis from the seremental
impaet of the action whan added to othes past, presest, and
reasanably foreseeshle faee actions pegadless of what agency
{Federsd or moe-Fedeead ) or person undartskes such othesr sctions
Cumudafve smpacts can result from individually ssnoe bt
collectively significant actipas aking plage over & penod of ime

14 1075, 40 CF R § 1508 25(s)

In determining the significance of a proposad achon an agency mest consider

Whether the action 15 related o cther acmons with individuslh

msignificant b cumulatively sgnsficant impact on the

snvironment. Signaficanee s ifin ia reasonable 10 mec pos

cumulativedy spnaficant ekt on the envire
| voitded by temung, an actios sempory or by breaking
uf down inle small componest parts

t Significance

| 40 CFE 150827k {110} See alsa Churchill Ceanty v Norion, 176 F 3d 1060 l'-t!
) i!|-f’ Cir 2001)

| MO WATER

2“ 3 Id at Z, 1.5, Meed for Proposed Action “Las Veuns metropodiian arcs is one of the

Tistest grosang whem aress i the United Sesies ™ The are his aleo socoaded itz waner allotments

EELITT " B SRR A CBETT. AT

Comment 09

20

The analysis of water resources management and supply
aternatives is based on the analysis provided in the Southern
Nevada Water Authority Resource Management Plan. The
BLM does not have any authority over decisions regarding
growth of the customer base by water suppliersin the Las
Vegas Valley. Allocation and withdrawals are based on
proposals made by water users and are approved by the
appropriate authorities for different resources, such as the
Bureau of Reclamation for Lake Mead and the Nevada State
Engineer’s Office for ground water withdrawals.
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L || The ares is now in e woest droughi the ares hed see for meny years. The ke 15 sxpected to
2 || keep s droppang for several years Lake Mead w oot only the Las Vegas Valley s main water
20 3 Nl supply, it is the means by which we recyche tremted sewage. This Winter is axpecied o be
warme than usust furher endanpening an ready averticed prman: water source Tha BLM has
4 || consastenily Fuled 1o deal with this 1mae despite the fac that one ohvinus sfisrnatne is oskow

s ;-.'hl.m or Balt morz witer hnok-sps

? !.-"n RGONNE NATIONAL LABKRATORY

W0 s Pl el st e s o s s 21 The Argonne air quaity modeling assumptions and methods
A L *T_ e e s are documented in the report prepared on the modeling
b g e effor_t._ Thls report isincorporated by reference_ in tht_a EIS, as
AN SN NG specm_ed in 40 CFR _§1502.21._ The document is available
29| ‘¥ ||regarding cach anafysis Without that informaticn, Hall and cther mambers of fe public are e for review on the prOJeCt WebSte a

' http://mww.nv.blm.gov/lvdiseis

¥ 1| thee dark regarding essity manipulmed compuber models Hafl negqoests that the BLM adopt o

.

[ 0 manudd nr detmled polocy that will aid in the public’s diny 0 pasicpaic and commen: reganding
2 || all of the data. For thas reason, Hall requests ad@sonal rima and the coordination mecessary

1€ i' gaimn n:l.'llr i’ll:'.' E] :I"_"' 'J?.-.J

te Rober W_Hall
ROBERT W._HALL, President
Mavada Eeevisoni !

mid o5 an individual

MMERTS

Comment 0-9
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N

Nevada Powe

Mavember 9, 2004

Las Weggas Valley BLM Land Dasposal E1S
Mlande T Peloasg — Fichl Manaper

oo PRS&]

2370 Corporais Circle, Suste 1040
Hendersors, WY EH1T4-6432

RE- Swbmmitial of commenis and quesisons on Lond Dispesal B
(erdmniited v e-mand! & Nowvesher 20040

Pear Mr. Morse

Artnched are comments amd gesstions Thom Nevada Power Compisy etivarammimlal stienlisls
wilh mpul from ather personel wathm the Company. Wihile thes submittal is ome day bevond the
published November &, 204 pablic cammeent period we respectiilly requess Thess commenis be
netuded i the ofTicial peaend ag a resill of the mibmel deadbing extmsion notod al the Uppor
Las Yeges Wash Monsgement and Mitigation Sirategics mecting held on Monday, Movember 1,
DKM, Please add the Nevada Power Covpary' Esvitionmenal Sevices Deparirnent Db voar
muailing list and provide us with three hand copies and ooe electronde copy of ike final EIS

Trank you for the oppartunity 1o review and comment oo the Land Dispasal EIS

Sincenely,

LR f—

Paul B. Agusm:

Enviecememinl Scienisi 111
Mevada Power Campany — M3 30
G220 W, Sphar

Las Vegas, Mevada 85146

Comment B-1
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Comment
Number

SECTION

COMMENT

ES2

The Proposed Action is stated many different
ways and not consistent throughout the entire
document.

ES21

How would transfer of title violate the
Endangered Species Act?

The numbers (acres of land) described here
are very confusing and don’t seem to “add

up”.

ES3

5™ sentence: how would an administrative
action of transferring land title directly
impact auser of the land?

What is meant by “non-environmental
impacts’?

ES3.1

It isnot known if Mojave Generating Plant
will close.

ES34

Suggest surface-disturbing activities be
described as indirect impacts.

12

Isthe proposed action being described here as
the P& N?

Response B-1

(Nevada Power Company)

1 The description of the Proposed Action in the
Executive Summary was a summary of the Proposed Action
as described in Chapter 2.

2 The transfer of title assumes subsequent
development of the land, which could impact endangered
species habitat. There are 40,232 acresavailable for disposal
of the 46,701 acresremaining. Aswas stated in Section ES
2.1, the difference is the 6,469 acres of lands leased and
reserved under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act.

3 Aswas stated in Section ES.3, transfer of title places
the land into private ownership that would directly impact
the user of the land when it was under BLM management.
An impact to a user of the land is considered non-
environmental.

4 Closure of the Mojave Plant was reported based on
best available information at the time the Draft EIS was
prepared. Closure of the plant is anticipated because of a
consent decree requiring pollution controls to reduce sulfur
dioxide emissions. However, if the plant operator installs
the required pollution controls, including scrubbers and
baghouses, up to 99% removal of pollutants would be
achieved. Under either scenario (closure or retrofitting),
plant emissions would be greatly reduced after the
compliance deadline of the consent order, which is
accurately reflected in the changes in emission sources used
in the modd.

5 Surface disturbing activities associated with BLM
actions (i.e., issuance of realty actions) would be direct
impacts, whereas surface disturbing activities occurring after
transfer of title would be indirect impacts of the land

disposal action.
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2.3

Alignments and linear ROWSs along section
lines are discussed here; NPC would like the
BLM to also address non-linear ROWSs in this
section (i.e. — substations, etc.)

6" 1 What happens to the BLM grant
stipulations for surface-disturbing activities
that occur on BLM lands that have been
disposed and subsequently under private
ownership at time of surface disturbance?

1% bullet: please add “ electrical substation”

2" bullet: please delete “transmission line”
and replace with “electrical facilities”

Temporary ROWs— please add a bullet:
“construction of electrical facilities’ (to cover
tensioning and pulling sites, work areas, etc.)

9" q: Please add “electrical substations”

10" §: NPC requests a change to the 2" to
last sentence — “ The ROW width for above-
ground electrical linesis determined by the
final design and requirements as established
by the electrical utility.”

24

How will private utilities be represented in
the strategy committee planning process so
that our concerns are included and addressed?
NPC suggests adding bullets for “Public at
Large” and “ Utilities”

3412

NV Cacti, Yuccas and Conifers: Were no
buckhorn cholla, hedgehog, Escobaria or
other species encountered?

The Proposed Action and the Conservation Transfer
Alternative both meet the purpose and need for land
disposal.

Only linear ROWs were assessed. Grant stipulations apply
to BLM lands; lands are sold subject to encumbrances and
become privately owned property upon receipt of a patent.
Appropriate revisions to the text were made to remain within
the extent of the analysis.

Aswas stated in Section 2.4, the list of representatives was
not al inclusive. The members are listed in Chapter 5 and
Nevada Power has been added under Businesses.

The species observed in the field were listed. Buckhorn
cholla (Opuntia versicolor) is not a component of the
Mojave Desert.
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Species known to occur are listed in Table
3.4-2, however, the disposal area boundary 10 Aswas stated in Section 3.4.2.1, the table contains alist of
contains suitable habitat for many other special status wildlife species that are known to occur within
10 3421 | Specia-status speciessuch as: southwestern or near the disposal boundary area, not what species habitat
willow flycatcher, Y uma clapper rail, yellow may occur in the area.
billed cuckoo and several species of bats
(Table B-1). Why are these species not
addressed aswell?
11 3421 Migratory Birds: What is considered 11 Theword has been deleted.
e “notable migratory birds’? ) . )
399 States " There were no Class | lands 12 Aress adjacent to the disposal boundary area (see Figure 1.3-
adjacent to the disposal boundary area.” 2) are within the VRM Class 111, including Sunrise
12 382 Please address how the Desert National Management Area (whi c_h includes Rai n_bow Gar(_jens). The
Wildlife Range, Sunrise Management Area, River Mountains ACEC is not located directly adjacent to
Rainbow Gardens and River Mountains the disposal boundary. The Desert National Wildlife Range
ACEC classified with respect to VRM? is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and thusiis
Thisfigure doesn’t seem to accurately reflect not classified by the BLM in terms of VRM.
13 Figure 3.9-2 al! of the uti!ity (power, gas,_water) ,RQWs
\;\Q;C\'Ina}r;g\sf\ﬁial area. [sit BLM'sintent to 13 Aswas stated in section 3.9.3, the figure shows the ROWs
Section statesthére isno planned land Use on the remaining BLM managed lands. Available dataand
data available for some BLM lands; however scale affect was can be seen.
14 394 Figure 3.9-3 reflects “No Planned Land Use”. _ _ _
e Isthere no planned land use or simply no data 14 Aswas stated in Section 3.9.4, thereisno planned land use
available at thistime? (same comment for for the areas shown based on available data.
Figure 4.9-1)
NPC reguests this section be updated as
follows: “Nevada Power Company, a 15 The information provided in the EIS is referenced to the
subsidiary of Sierra Pacific Resources, Sierra Pacific/Nevada Power web pages and is accurate as
provides safe, reliable and cost-effective per that source.
electric service to more than 700,000
residential and commercial customersin Las
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson,
15 31271 Laughlin, Primm, unincorporated Clark
County and small parts of Nye and Lincoln
Counties. Nevada Power Company generates
electricity at four generating plantsin
southern Nevada and also purchases
electricity from the Hoover Dam generation
facility and elsewhere.”
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Suggest EJ be described as ensuring the fair
and equitable treatment of all people by 16 The wording provided in the EIS for the definition is per
16 3.13 ensuring your federal action does not Executive Order 12898.
disproportionately impact low
income/minority populations.
CHAPTER
4
The purpose of this chapter may more 17  Thefederal action is any one of the three alternatives.
17 159 accurgtely be described as analyzing the
potential impacts of each of the three
alternatives.
18 Types of 2" 4 Who, or what criteria, determines what . o . L
| mpacts an “undesirable effect” is? 18 Specific criteria are introduced at the beginning of each
4™ 9 This paragraph seems to have a series resource section.
of contradicting statements:
- The1* sentence statesland use
activities after disposal would have 19 The sentences are not contradictory and the analysis
direct impacts, but in the 2" { of this describes the impacts accordingly.
same section it is stated, “land use
management would be determined
by decisions of the new owners”.
- The 2" sentence states that the
“disposal action and subsequent
transfer of title” (arethese 2 separate
Analysis federal actions, or one single federal
19 Methods action?). These are administrative
And actions and would have no direct
Assumptions impacts.
- The 3" sentence states that “transfer
of title would directly impact users
of the land (i.e., non-environmental
impacts)”
- Theend of this paragraph states that
land use changes are indirect
impacts.
Suggest that all resource sections of the EIS
be verified that direct and indirect impacts of
the federal action are accurately depicted and
described.
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774 4" - 7" bullets: These bullets describe
alignments and linear ROWs but do not 20 The assumptions used in the analysis are as stated.
address sites or non-linear ROWs. ROW
alignments for NPC are typically located
Analysis along section and %2 section lines.
Methods
20 Asw?r?gtions NPC suggests striking last sentence from 6"
(continued) bullet. Asareplacement to this sentence,

NPC requests the BLM to add an additional
paragraph in this section that explains that
every ROW and R& PP request submitted to
the BLM undergoes a separate environmental
review (NEPA and ESA) by the BLM.

21 444 Avoidance should also beincluded asa 21  Avoidance as amitigation measure is discussed in the
mitigation measure. ___ introductory section of Chapter 4.
'a‘da\ftefs'e?ﬁ%?gtﬁ%agaggs rggu"‘l’ﬁ‘l’g}fgi’n the 22 Noland disposal would occur under the No Action

22 471 federal action (disposal) would be Alternative (Section 4.7.1). Issuance of ROWs would have
minimized and thus insignificant. direct impacts from surface disturbing activities.

23 Figure4.9-1 | Legend does not coincide with the figure .
Did the BLM include rental fees received 23 The legend was revised.
from issuance of ROW grants, and tortoise

24 mitigation fees collected towards the Desert 24 Aswas gtated in Section 4.12 and described in Appendix E,
Tortoise Public Lands Conservation Fund in economic impacts would be from devel opment of the
the analysis of the EIS? disposed lands using IMPLAN mode! data for Clark County,
Would implementation of the No Action which is a compilation of sources.
Alternative go against the intent of the

25 Er'\é':é-n':/' eﬁ i?&ggggﬂ%ﬁgi;g s&;g‘;‘osn t 25  Aswasstated in Section 2.1, the No Action Alternative s
Action Alternative consequences (Ch 4) requi red by NEPA to prowc_ie abasdline for comparison of
I the Executive Summary, the analysis i mpacts_of the other altgrnamlves, even when the No Action
criteriais not consistent throughout the No Altern_atlve may not be 'mP' emented. Chapter 4 isan
Action, Proposed Action and Conservation analysis of environmental impacts and not an assessment of
Transfer (i.e.- Water Quality: Conservation theintent of SNPLMA.

26 Transfer and Proposed Action describe soil
erosion, etc. but these are not addressed under 26 The Executive Summary is a summary and is not meant to
the No Action. Soil erosion will still occur be al inclusive of the results of the document.
under the No Action.). Suggest al resource
sections consistently describe impacts
resulting from all three alternatives.
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NPC suggests identifying or delineating the
27 Upper and Lower Las Vegas Wash areas, and 27 Refer to Figure 3.3-1.
specifically note which areais being
discussed in the text.
H-118 December 2004
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